Military leaders, namely sergeants and officers, are expected to exemplify the highest levels of ethical and moral conduct, and simultaneously to gain the trust of their followers so that the latter make appropriate sacrifices for their unit ([@c4]). Therefore, a military career is rather demanding because it requires both mental and physical training ([@c32]). Considering the important role played by the militaries who have a higher rank in the Army, the study of their levels of job satisfaction seems to be of great relevance.

Job satisfaction is simply how people feel about their jobs and different aspects of their jobs. It is the extent to which people like (satisfaction) or dislike (dissatisfaction) their jobs ([@c39]). There are important reasons why we should be concerned with job satisfaction. First, the humanitarian perspective is that people deserve to be treated fairly and with respect. Job satisfaction is, to some extent, a reflection of good treatment and it may also be considered an indicator of emotional well-being or psychological health. Second, the utilitarian or economic perspective is that job satisfaction can lead to behavior by employees that positively affects the organizational functioning ([@c3]; [@c39]).

The present study aims to validate a measure of military satisfaction, namely the Job Descriptive Index (JDI; [@c45]) and the Job in General scale (JIG; [@c14]) in a Portuguese context. The JDI is perhaps the most widely used measure of job satisfaction and has been subject to numerous validation and reliability studies ([@c6]; [@c41]). Along with the JDI, the JIG has also been pointed to as a valuable scale, which enables the provision of different information that is complementary to the approach of job satisfaction as facets ([@c14]). The present study used the JDI, which considered five aspects of job related satisfaction (i.e., present work, pay, promotion, supervision and people in the present job---or coworkers), as well as the JIG scale. The validity of these measures has already been tested in Portugal ([@c24]) with a sample of health professionals. However, although it is possible to find validity studies conducted with military samples (e.g., [@c5]; [@c8]), our study represents the first effort to validate a measure of job satisfaction with militaries in a Portuguese context, where the legislative background and work conditions paint a very different picture to that of other European countries. Furthermore, with the present study, we expect to give some clues as to the levels of job satisfaction---in specific dimensions of the work (i.e., JDI) or generally (i.e., JIG) -- of militaries who have a higher rank in the Army, namely military sergeants and officers.

The Importance of Military Satisfaction {#s2}
=======================================

Simply stated, job satisfaction is an affective or emotional response toward various aspects of one's job and has important implications for workers' attitudes and behaviors ([@c19]). For example, [@c12] used a combination of meta-analytic correlations and a structural equation modeling to demonstrate that job satisfaction strongly predicts behavior outcomes such as employee performance, lateness, absence, and turnover. Previously, a meta-analysis conducted by [@c42] also found job satisfaction an important attitude that contributes toward explaining turnover intention. [@c21], in their meta-analysis, found that job satisfaction correlated with organizational citizenship behaviors. In the same vein, [@c43] showed in a meta-analysis that the organization units with employees who enjoyed high job satisfaction were the ones with the best performance and more organizational citizenship behaviors.

In the military context, previous studies have also suggested some determinants of job satisfaction and established the advantages of this attitude. With a sample of British military personnel, [@c22] found that when individuals were engaged in positive thinking and acceptance of the situation, as well as when individuals perceived social support from those, who helped them to cope with stressful situations, they presented higher levels of job satisfaction and psychological well-being. Furthermore, the results of this study also showed that job satisfaction and psychological well-being were significantly related.

Regarding the advantages of this attitude, [@c31] and [@c38] demonstrated that military personnel who reported greater job satisfaction were more likely to stay, or indicated an intention to stay, in the army. [@c10] showed that job satisfaction was an important predictor of organizational citizenship behaviors. It may, therefore, be considered crucial for the Portuguese army to have a valid measure for evaluating the satisfaction of its militaries, because high levels of job satisfaction are important to the army for the retention and productivity of high-quality personnel ([@c5]). Indeed, the army needs to recruit competent professionals and to invest in their training and development so as to assure their efficacy. Thus, their level of satisfaction cannot be underestimated, because, as we have already established, this attitude is an important predictor of turnover, absenteeism, psychological well-being, and the organizational citizenship behavior of militaries (e.g., [@c10]; [@c22]; [@c31]; [@c38]).

Specifically regarding the importance of job satisfaction to sergeants and officers, it is also possible to find some interesting results that provide some clues on the subject. With a sample of 467 army officers in Sweden, [@c27] found that job satisfaction correlated positively and significantly with leader and coworker support, role explicitness, career possibilities, and alternative employment. [@c44] also found that military officers' job satisfaction and organizational-related identification were positively related. In the same vein, [@c13], using the data obtained from food-service soldiers and logistics officers serving in the Korean Army food-service operation, found a statistically significant difference in job satisfaction between the food-service soldiers and logistics officers: For the food-service soldier group, hygiene factors (e.g., status, job security, salary, fringe benefits, work conditions) were more powerful predictors of general job satisfaction than motivators (e.g., challenging work, recognition, responsibility). On the other hand, motivators had a more significant association with logistics officers' general job satisfaction than hygiene factors. Adding further understanding of the importance of job satisfaction levels of militaries with a higher rank, the study conducted by [@c32] also found that well-educated officers had more perceived social support, perceived stress, and job satisfaction levels in comparison to those who were less educated. Similarly, officers of higher ranks received higher levels of perceived social support, perceived stress and job satisfaction.

Measuring Job Satisfaction {#s3}
==========================

Job satisfaction has been measured in several ways (see: [@c25]; [@c40]); however among the many existing measures, the Job Descriptive Index (JDI; [@c3]) is the most commonly used measure of job satisfaction ([@c6]; [@c41]), as previously noted.

As a facet measure of job satisfaction, the JDI has the advantage of analyzing five important dimensions of job satisfaction ([@c34]): (a) the present work---the extent to which the job provides the individual with stimulating tasks, opportunities for learning and personal growth, and the chance to be responsible and accountable for the results; (b) pay---the remuneration received and the degree to which this is viewed as equitable compared to that of another person in a similar position within or outside the organization; (c) promotions---the opportunities for promotion and advancement in the organization, not necessarily associated with hierarchical support and guidance with work-related tasks; (d) supervision---the abilities of supervisors to provide emotional and technical support and guidance with work-related tasks; and finally (e) coworkers---the extent to which fellow workers are technically, emotionally, and socially supportive.

The JDI has been the target of numerous validation and reliability studies. Within the military context, the study by [@c5] represents an initial attempt to test the reliability and validity of the JDI on the Army. Nonetheless, more recent studies provide support to the validity and reliability of the JDI among several work contexts, including the military context. To inspect the stability of the JDI factor structure, [@c16] conducted a study among 11 different groups representing a wide range of organizations and occupations and confirmed that the five JDI dimensions were very stable. Regarding generalizability, [@c8] investigated measurement equivalence across health care, retailing, and the military occupations, and showed that the measure provided equivalence across these subpopulations. The results also indicated that the JDI scales had similar relations with the individuals sampled from a variety of organizational settings. More recently, [@c18] performed a meta-analysis with 152 studies on the JDI published from 1975 to 1999, and they concluded that the JDI scales' scores presented adequate internal consistency reliability; the JDI significantly correlated with presumed antecedents of job satisfaction (e.g., job, group and organizational characteristics, role states, and leader relations) in the expected direction; the JDI was also associated, in the expected direction, with workers' attitudes and psychological states (e.g., organizational commitment, job involvement, life satisfaction and work and nonwork perceived stress and poor health symptoms). As for the presumed consequences of job satisfaction, the JDI was positively associated with motivation, performance, and citizenship behaviors and negatively related to withdrawal cognition and withdrawal behaviors.

Regardless of the advantages of the JDI, [@c14] developed a global JIG to accompany the JDI. The development of this global job satisfaction measure emerged upon acknowledgment that "composite scales may not be sufficient for estimating general satisfaction" ([@c14]; pp. 194) and its authors pointing to several reasons to justify this statement: First, when job satisfaction is analyzed through the conceptualization of specific facets, this approach may omit some areas that may be important to an individual; second, at the same time, some facets may be less important to a particular person (e.g., satisfaction with the supervisor may be more important to some individuals than others); third, as a descriptive and an evaluative component, the assessment of job satisfaction through facet scales may interfere with the affective evaluation of a given job; fourth, the frame of reference that individuals think about in order to answer the questionnaire considering facet scales may differ from the global level assessment approach of job satisfaction, therefore, when individuals think about specific facets, this may elicit a more short-term response; finally, the assessment of specific facets may interfere with a process that emerges naturally in individuals whenever asked to globally assess their job satisfaction level: global scales permit respondents to combine aspects of their job situation as they usually think of them.

Balancing the advantages of both job satisfaction measures, and following previous recommendations (see [@c3]), as well as previous validity studies (e.g., [@c24]), in the present study the five facets of the JDI and JIG scale are assessed together as complementary job satisfaction measures.

Demographic Characteristics and Job Satisfaction {#s4}
================================================

According to previous studies, demographic characteristics may produce differences in individual's levels of job satisfaction (e.g., [@c38]; [@c33]). Considering the importance of these variables to explain this attitude at work, in this study, we examined the relationship of gender, age, schooling, and tenure to job satisfaction.

Within the literature, inconsistent results were encountered regarding the relationship between gender and job satisfaction. Although some studies report that females are more satisfied than males, or vice versa, other studies have found no differences ([@c15]; [@c23]). Mainly, two explanations were advanced to clarify these findings: (a) women have lower expectations than men and, as a result, they are satisfied with less; on the other hand (b) women and men have different values---men give more importance to career-related rewards such as pay, benefits, or security whereas women attach more importance to social rewards such as the quality of the established relationships with their coworkers and supervisors ([@c15]).

A more consistent result has been found in relation to age, which is commonly found as a stronger predictor of the military's job satisfaction ([@c33]). According to the results obtained by [@c38], job satisfaction is lower among younger militaries, and the same pattern was found by [@c1] with a sample of soldiers.

In keeping with what has been found with the gender variable, levels of schooling also produce inconsistent results in relation to the job satisfaction levels of the militaries. For example, while in the study by [@c32] well-educated officers were found to have more job satisfaction levels in comparison to those who were less educated, in the study by [@c1] precisely the opposite results were found, whereas in the study of [@c38] the relationship between schooling and job satisfaction was not significant.

Finally, regarding how tenure may contribute toward explaining the levels of job satisfaction, as observed by [@c33], "it may be difficult to separate the effects of age and tenure on the level of job satisfaction" (p. 20) due to the lack of lateral mobility in military careers. Considering this statement, observation of a positive relationship between tenure and job satisfaction is also expected.

Method {#s5}
======

Sample and Procedure {#s6}
--------------------

Seven hundred seventy-five militaries from positions at the top of the hierarchy, namely 413 sergeants and 362 officers, participated in this study conducted in Portugal. This sample arises from a universe of 3,776 sergeants and 2,602 officers, which is representative of a 95% confidence level. Most of the sample was composed by men (88.90%), aged between 21 and 56 years (M = 38.66; *SD* = 8.87), with secondary school education---Year 12 (44.20%)---or higher (54.30%). The average tenure was 18 years (*M* = 17.84; *SD* = 9.70), with the minimum of 1 year to 44 years of tenure. More demographic information on the sample is presented in [Table 1](#tbl1){#tbc1-1 ref-type="table"}.[](#tbl1){ref-type="table-anchor"}

With regard to the JDI application, [@c7] and [@c17] showed that paper-and-pencil and computer administration were equivalent in terms of results with the JDI. Considering that there were no differences between these two forms of application---because the questionnaire used is the same in both forms of application (paper-and-pencil and computer administration)---in addition to the fact that the JIG should be applied in the standard JDI fashion ([@c41]), in the present study participants were asked to answer the questionnaire online and the same pattern of the questionnaire with the JIG application was used.

Measures {#s7}
--------

### JDI {#s8}

A Portuguese version of the JDI, earlier validated by [@c24] with a Portuguese sample of health professionals was used. This job satisfaction measure includes five scales composed by checklists of adjectives or adjective phrases related to different facets of job related satisfaction: present work (18 items with a Cronbach's alpha of .92, e.g., "gives a sense of accomplishment," "repetitive"), pay (nine items with a Cronbach's alpha of .79, e.g., "barely live on income," "fair"), opportunities for promotion (nine items with a Cronbach's alpha of .76, e.g., "good opportunities for promotion," "very limited"), supervision (18 items with a Cronbach's alpha of .92, e.g., "around when needed," "has favorites"), and coworkers (18 items with a Cronbach's alpha of .89, e.g., "stimulating," "easy to make enemies"). All scales exhibited a Cronbach's alpha above.70, as recommended by [@c26], and were similar to the internal consistency indices obtained by [@c24]: present work -- α = .87, pay -- α = .75, opportunities for promotion -- α = .82, supervision -- α = .90, and people in your present job/coworkers -- α = .85.

Respondents were asked to fill in the blank beside each item, as follows: "Y" (agreement), "N" (disagreement), and "?" (cannot decide). The scoring system was as follows: Y (agreement) responses to positive items and N (disagreement) responses to negative items received a score of 3, *N* (disagreement) responses to positive items and Y (agreement) responses to negative items received a score of 0, and the? response was given a score of 1.

### JIG {#s9}

A Portuguese version of the JIG, previously validated by [@c24] with a Portuguese sample of health professionals was used. This measure of job satisfaction was measured through responses to the 18 items in the same format as the JDI (e.g., "pleasant," "bad"). The scale exhibited a Cronbach's alpha of .92, above .70, as recommended by [@c26], and was similar to the internal consistency index obtained by [@c24] of .85. Respondents were asked to fill in the blank beside each item, as follows: "Y" (agreement), "N" (disagreement), and "?" (cannot decide). The scoring system was as follows: Y (agreement) responses to positive items and *N* (disagreement) responses to negative items received a score of 3, *N* (disagreement) responses to positive items and Y (agreement) responses to negative items received a score of 0, and the? response was given a score of 1.

Results {#s10}
=======

The structural validity of these measures included a confirmatory factor analysis by structural equation modeling, where all estimates were calculated by the AMOS 19.0 program ([@c2]). The second step was to analyze the convergent and discriminant validity of the theoretical model (Model 1). First, using a stringent procedure outlined by [@c9] and recommended by [@c30]. Second, through the analysis of the relationships among all the JDI dimensions (present work, pay, promotion, supervision, and people in present job), the JIG scale and the demographic variables (gender, age, schooling, and tenure), by values of correlation coefficients ([@c35]), to test whether the five dimensions of the JDI as well as the JIG scale related differently to the demographic variables. We will now go on to explain the above mentioned steps in more detail.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis {#s11}
----------------------------

To ascertain the validity of the JDI and JIG, applied to a military sample of sergeants and officers, a confirmatory factor analysis with six dimensions (i.e., present work, pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision, people in present job/coworkers and job in general) was conducted. To confirm the dimensionality, 16 further possible models were examined for comparison purposes. The models were compared based on chi-square difference tests and on other fit indices: the standardized root mean square (SRMR), the Bentler comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Levels of .90 or higher for CFI and TLI and levels of .06 or lower for RMSEA, combined with levels of .08 or lower for SRMR, indicated that the models fitted the data reasonably well ([@c2]).

Within the confirmatory factor analysis we tested an initial theoretical model, to inspect whether the model fitted the data, and to verify whether it was necessary to make some modifications for a better adjustment of the theoretical model to the data. The tested theoretical model (Model 1), with six latent factors and their respective observed variables (i.e., present work, pay, opportunities for promotion, supervision, people in present job/coworkers, and job in general), showed a better fit to the data---χ^2^(3,730) = 7,092.20, *p* \< .001, SRMR = .05, CFI = .90, TLI = .90, RMSEA = .03---when we deleted the eighth item of the JDI pay dimension (i.e., the item that described the pay received as "uncertain"), because this item had a lower loading on the latent pay factor (β = .13, *p* \< .01). Supporting the results obtained with this analysis, we also established earlier, with the Cronbach's alpha analysis, that the internal consistency of the JDI pay dimension increased from .79 to .83, when this item was deleted. Hence, we maintained this model, without the eighth item of the JDI pay dimension as our final theoretical model (Model 1), to be compared with other alternative models. In comparison with other models, we verified a significantly lower fit on the single factor model (Model 2) where all items loaded on a single latent variable---χ^2^(3,745) = 15,698.63, *p* \< .001, SRMR = .10, CFI = .65, TLI = .63 RMSEA = .06---as well as on other tested alternative models, with five factors, where we alternately grouped two dimensions into one latent variable, leaving the other four studied dimensions, as four latent variables of the alternative tested model (see [Table 2](#tbl2){#tbc2-1 ref-type="table"}).[](#tbl2){ref-type="table-anchor"}

Furthermore, the difference between the goodness-of-fit of our theoretical model (Model 1) and the goodness-of-fit of other alternative models was significant: with Model 2 -- Δχ^2^(15) = 8,606.43, *p* \< .001; with Model 3 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 1,753.23, *p* \< .001; with Model 4 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 832.64, *p* \< .001; with Model 5 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 2,811.50, *p* \< .001; with Model 6 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 3,358.38, *p* \< .001; with Model 7 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 160.16, *p* \< .001; with Model 8 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 704.14, *p* \< .001; with Model 9 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 1,765.63, *p* \< .001; with Model 10 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 1,772.57, *p* \< .001; with Model 11 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 1,748.99, *p* \< .001; with Model 12 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 890.58, *p* \< .001; with Model 13 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 923.11, *p* \< .001; with Model 14 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 830.58, *p* \< .001; with Model 15 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 2,565.45, *p* \< .001; with Model 16 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 2,566.01, *p* \< .001; with Model 17 -- Δχ^2^(5) = 3,003.72, *p* \< .001. Thus, our theoretical model was the one that presented the best fit to the data.

Despite these results, it is interesting to note that although the difference between the goodness-of-fit of our theoretical model (Model 1) and Model 7 was significant---Δχ^2^(5) = 160.16, *p* \< .001 ---Model 7 with five latent factors, where the present work dimension of JDI and JIG were grouped as one latent factor and the other four studied dimensions represented each as a further four latent factors, showed an acceptable fit, χ^2^(3735) = 7252.36, *p* \< .001; SRMR = .05, CFI = .90, TLI = .89 RMSEA = .04. Regarding these results, it is important to observe the variance shared among the present work dimension of JDI and the JIG scale in the discriminant validity analysis, as well as observing whether these two dimensions correlate differently with the four demographic variables analyzed in the present study (i.e., gender, age, schooling and tenure).

Convergent and Discriminant Validity {#s12}
------------------------------------

Regarding convergent validity, we computed the ρvc(η) index which denotes the proportion of variance in the items explained by the underlying factor. The ρvc(η) values of the present work (ρvc(η) = 18%), pay (ρvc(η) = 23%), promotion (ρvc(η) = 7%), supervision (ρvc(η) = 15%), people in the present job (ρvc(η) = 26%) and job in general (ρvc(η) = 32%) were well below the 50% criterion given by [@c9]. In terms of discriminant validity, the six latent factors did not share a substantial amount of variance. In this study these factors shared, on average, 28% of the variance (3% to 93% range). Although the variance maximum shared between the present work and job in general is high (93%), it is important to note that the sharing variance range was within the scope of that which was theoretically expected and what was observed in previous studies (e.g., [@c24]; [@c37]). Furthermore, pay and people in present job/coworkers share, on average, less variance (3%), compared to present work and supervision (43%), which represents the second highest value of variance shared following the shared variance between present work and job in general (93%). In addition, the variance shared among the other studied alternative models was always less than the variance in items explained by each of the six factors of the theoretical model, thus satisfying [@c9] discriminant validity criterion.

According to [@c30], two potential sources of method biases are common scale formats that refer to artifactual covariation produced by the use of the same scale format on a questionnaire, as well as item context effects that refer to any influence or interpretation that a respondent might ascribe to an item solely because of its relationship with the other items of an instrument. Therefore, looking at the mean rates of the five JDI dimensions, on average, the participants classified each dimension differently (according to [Table 3](#tbl3){#tbc3-1 ref-type="table"}: present work---*M* = 1.99, *SD* = .84; pay---*M* = .87, *SD* = .82; promotion---*M* = .53, *SD* = .59; supervision---*M* = 2.24, *SD* = .79; people in present job---*M* = 2.17, *SD* = .68). We assumed that, although all five JDI dimensions may represent different facets of the same construct (and as we have seen above, they share a common variance), each one seems to measure a distinct aspect of job satisfaction: On average it was rated differently by all participants in this study, thus, leading us to assume that perhaps each dimension carried a different meaning and importance for each of the participants. Because of the differences observed among the mean rates of all five dimensions of the JDI, the inclusion of the JIG scale will also allow us to determinate a global job satisfaction score, where (contrary to the JDI measure) the limitation related to the fact that some important components of job satisfaction could be being omitted or the limitation of including some facets of job satisfaction which, in fact, are not important for some individuals, is overcome.[](#tbl3){ref-type="table-anchor"}

In addition, and also in order to test convergent and discriminant validity, differential relationships among demographic variables (gender, age, schooling, and tenure) and the five dimensions of the JDI (i.e., present work, pay, promotion, supervision, and people in their present job) as well the JIG scale (i.e., job in general) were examined (see [Table 3](#tbl3){#tbc3-2 ref-type="table"}). We found that gender was significantly correlated with pay (*r* = .30, *p* \< .01, see [Table 3](#tbl3){#tbc3-3 ref-type="table"}), whereby females reported higher satisfaction with this dimension of job satisfaction than males. With regard to age, we observed that the older the military, the lower the satisfaction with pay, *r* = −.26, *p* \< .01 and promotion opportunities, *r* = −.13, *p* \< .01, but the higher the satisfaction with supervision, *r* = .08, *p* \< .05 the higher the levels of satisfaction with the job in general, *r* = .08, *p* \< .05. Schooling was significantly correlated with pay and promotion opportunities: the higher the level of schooling, the higher the satisfaction with pay, *r* = .14, *p* \< .01 and promotion opportunities, *r* = .26, *p* \< .01. With regard to tenure, we found that pay, *r* = −.30, *p* \< .01 and promotion opportunities, *r* = −.11, *p* \< .01 were negatively correlated with this demographic variable (i.e., such as longer tenure, less satisfaction with pay and promotion opportunities), whereas supervision correlated positively, *r* = .08, *p* \< .05. Overall, these results may suggest that the JDI dimensions with a greater extrinsic nature (e.g., pay and promotion opportunities dimension) tend to be the variables that are more related to the demographic characteristics of the militaries. This observation is supported by the fact that the more significant and stronger relationships were found to be in the pay and promotion opportunities relationship with all the studied demographic variables. The only exception is the relationship between gender and promotion opportunities which was found not to be significant (*r* = .03, *ns*).

Discussion {#s13}
==========

This study analyzed the psychometric properties of the JDI and JIG scale in a sample of Portuguese militaries in a sergeant or an officer position. In terms of construct validity, the factorial structure found for this sample supported a theoretical model with six factors: present work, pay, promotion opportunities, supervision, people in present job/coworkers and job in general. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the six scales showed high internal consistency, with values that were similar to the Portuguese version adapted for health professionals ([@c24]). As highlighted by the observation of the average values obtained for each JDI scale, the identified levels of job satisfaction with specific facets were also similar to the results found in the research of [@c29]: Militaries were most satisfied with their work at present, peers, and supervisors, and least satisfied with opportunities for promotion and pay. However, [@c20] compared military physicians, dentists, and nurses and verified that the levels of satisfaction with pay, personal growth, supervision, and coworkers were significantly different in these three groups of militaries. For example, for physicians and dentists satisfaction with pay was the lowest, but nurses' satisfaction with personal growth and with supervisors were the lowest. Future studies are required to compare different groups of militaries with different functions or who work in different contexts and to analyze the levels of satisfaction in different work dimensions.

The findings also revealed that demographic characteristics correlated with specific facets of job satisfaction as well as with job in general satisfaction. Considering the differences observed among males and females in satisfaction with the pay dimension of JDI, where females reported higher satisfaction with this dimension of job satisfaction than males, our results seem to be in line with the aforementioned vision that refers to the fact that women have lower expectations than men ([@c15]). These lower expectations on the part of women may be due to the fact that the workforce of the Army continues to be predominantly composed of men ([@c23]; [@c32]), which is also reflected by the sample composition of the present study. Thus, as women are a minority in the Army, they have lower expectations of being treated similarly to men, and if they perceive an equitable treatment, women will have higher satisfaction toward the benefits received.

In general, our results showed that being older, being less educated and having belonged to the army for a longer period of time were associated with lower satisfaction with extrinsic work factors, namely with pay and opportunities for promotion. However, satisfaction with relational work factors (e.g., supervisor) related positively to being older and having been in the army for longer. Future studies need to include job (e.g., workload, control, variety, complexity) and organization (e.g., climate, teamwork) characteristics as the dominant theories of job satisfaction postulate that these variables predict job satisfaction above and beyond the demographic characteristics ([@c11]; [@c28]; [@c39]).

Regarding the general level of job satisfaction, assessed through the JIG scale, we found that the older the military, the higher the levels of satisfaction with the job in general. This result is in keeping with the findings of the study conducted by [@c38] who found the same relationship nature with these two variables. As advanced by these authors, a possible explanation may be due to the fact that "older respondents are likely to have been sufficiently satisfied to continue their service. Those for whom the military proves to be less satisfying probably will not remain and therefore are less likely to be a member of the military at an older age" (p. 31). Furthermore, it is important to note that within the Portuguese context, military service is not mandatory. As such, it is easier to leave the military career whenever one is dissatisfied with his or her job.

Some limitations need to be pointed out regarding the present study. First, test--retest reliability and convergent validity were not analyzed and need to be investigated in the future. The cross-sectional and confidential nature of the study precluded test--retest assessments and the absence of other valid measures of job satisfaction in Portugal compromised the study of convergent validity. Nevertheless, further validation work should test the measure of militaries' job satisfaction in longitudinal designs and with multiple measures. Second, although we examined differential relationships between different job satisfaction dimensions and some demographic characteristics, other constructs still need to be considered. Future studies should also analyze the relationship among job and organizational characteristics and each job satisfaction dimension, and also their relationship with the outcomes, namely the well-being, health, and performance of militaries.

In conclusion, despite the limitations presented above, this study indicates that the Portuguese version of the JDI and JIG scale has good psychometric properties and is a useful measure for research and organizational assessment in militaries, namely sergeants and officers. The factor analysis results support the cross-cultural generalizability and multidimensional nature of the job satisfaction construct, whereas the correlate study suggests that there may be a relationship between demographic factors and job satisfaction.

At a time of tight economic restrictions, which have conditioned not only the Portuguese Army but also that of other countries, in terms of having cut back on the benefits that mainly affect sergeants and officers ([@c36]), the validation of this measure will ensure that the medium and long-term effects of such changes on the job satisfaction of these militaries may be further analyzed. Moreover, by means of the JDI and JIG, it will also be possible to develop future studies to compare the level of job satisfaction of militaries from different countries. For instance, it would be rather interesting to conduct this comparison with countries where, like Portugal, military service is voluntary or with countries where, on the contrary, it is mandatory.

###### Demographic Characteristics

![](mil_27_1_52_tbl1a){#tbl1a}

  Sample            Sergeants (*n* = 413)   Officers (*n* = 362)   Total (*N* = 775)
  ----------------- ----------------------- ---------------------- ---------------------
  Gender (% male)   91.20%                  86.70%                 88.90%
  Age, *M*          40.59 (*SD* = 8.63)     36.47 (*SD* = 8.63)    38.66 (*SD* = 8.87)
  Education                                                        
   12th grade       82.20%                  1.10%                  44.20%
   Higher           15.10%                  98.90%                 54.30%
  Tenure, *M*       19.87 (*SD* = 8.70)     15.55 (*SD* = 10.24)   17.84 (*SD* = 9.70)

###### Results of Structural Equation Models

![](mil_27_1_52_tbl2a){#tbl2a}

  Models     χ^2^                          Δχ^2^                        SRMR   CFI   TLI   RMSEA
  ---------- ----------------------------- ---------------------------- ------ ----- ----- -------
  Model 1    χ^2^(3,730) = 7,092.20\*\*    ---                          .05    .90   .90   .03
  Model 2    χ^2^(3,745) = 15,698.63\*\*   Δχ^*2*^(15) = 8,606.43\*\*   .10    .65   .63   .06
  Model 3    χ^2^(3,735) = 8,845.43\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 1753.23\*\*     .06    .85   .84   .04
  Model 4    χ^2^(3,735) = 7,924.84\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 832.64\*\*      .06    .88   .87   .04
  Model 5    χ^2^(3,735) = 9,903.70\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 2,811.50\*\*    .07    .82   .81   .05
  Model 6    χ^2^(3,735) = 10,450.58\*\*   Δχ^*2*^(5) = 3,358.38\*\*    .07    .80   .79   .05
  Model 7    χ^2^(3,735) = 7,252.36\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 160.16\*\*      .05    .90   .89   .04
  Model 8    χ^2^(3,735) = 7,796.34\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 704.14\*\*      .06    .88   .87   .04
  Model 9    χ^2^(3,735) = 8,857.83\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 1,765.63\*\*    .06    .85   .84   .04
  Model 10   χ^2^(3,735) = 8,864.77\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 1,772.57\*\*    .06    .85   .84   .04
  Model 11   χ^2^(3,735) = 8,841.19\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 1,748.99\*\*    .06    .85   .84   .04
  Model 12   χ^2^(3,735) = 7,982.78\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 890.58\*\*      .06    .87   .87   .04
  Model 13   χ^2^(3,735) = 8,015.31\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 923.11\*\*      .06    .87   .87   .04
  Model 14   χ^2^(3,735) = 7,922.78\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 830.58\*\*      .06    .88   .87   .04
  Model 15   χ^2^(3,735) = 9,657.65\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 2,565.45\*\*    .07    .82   .82   .05
  Model 16   χ^2^(3,735) = 9,658.21\*\*    Δχ^*2*^(5) = 2,566.01\*\*    .07    .82   .82   .05
  Model 17   χ^2^(3,735) = 10,095.92\*\*   Δχ^*2*^(5) = 3,003.72\*\*    .07    .81   .80   .05

###### Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Between Demographic Variables, Five Facets of Job Descriptive Index and the Job in General Scale

![](mil_27_1_52_tbl3a){#tbl3a}

  Variable                              *M*       *SD*     *r* Sample                                                                            
  ------------------------------------- --------- -------- ------------ ---------- ---------- ---------- --------- --------- --------- --------- ---------
  1\. Gender                            .11^a^    .31^a^                                                                                         
  2\. Age                               38.66     8.87     −.39\*\*                                                                              
  3\. Education level                   2.68^a^   .75^a^   .09\*        −.31\*\*                                                                 
  4\. Tenure                            17.84     9.70     −.42\*\*     .94\*\*    −.29\*\*                                                      
  5\. Present work                      1.99      .84      .04          .07        .03        .06                                                
  6\. Pay                               .87       .82      .30\*\*      −.26\*\*   .14\*\*    −.30\*\*   .07                                     
  7\. Promotion                         .53       .59      .03          −.13\*\*   .26\*\*    −.11\*\*   .19\*\*   .30\*\*                       
  8\. Supervision                       2.24      .79      .03          .08\*      .00        .08\*      .41\*\*   .07       .13\*\*             
  9\. People on present job/coworkers   2.17      .68      .07          .05        −.02       .06        .34\*\*   .04       .07\*     .42\*\*   
  10\. Job in general                   2.16      .73      .04          .08\*      −.01       .06        .82\*\*   .10\*\*   .20\*\*   .45\*\*   .42\*\*
